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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -20 have been examined. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. The following claims have been rejected under 1 12 2 nd paragraph: 1 -20. 

4. Claim 1 is rejected for the following reasons: 

The relationship between "received Web documents" on lines 4 and 9 is unclear. 
The phrase "an excessive number" is indefinite as it is a relative term. 

5. Claim 3 is rejected for the following reasons: 

The phrase "a count of the number of hits for each domain" on lines 5-6 has a 
relationship to "a count of the number of hits for each domain" on lines 17-18 of claim 1 
which is unclear. 

6. Claim 5 is rejected for the following reasons: 

The relationship between "a subsequent search" on line 2 and "subsequent searches" on 
line 5 of claim 4 is unclear. 
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7. Claims 8-20 are rejected because the contain error similar to there equivalent claims 
discussed above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

8. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claims 15-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention lacks patentable 
utility. The computer program is not stated as being executed or executable. Thus, the claim is 
directed to inoperable data per se. This can be overcome be stating that the computer program is 
executed by a computer or a processor. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1-3, 8-10, and 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Patent Number 6963867, known hereafter as Ford in view of US Patent Number 
6415282, known hereafter as Mukherjea and Structured Hypertext with Domain Semantics, 



known hereafter as Wang. 
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1 1 . Claim 1 is rejected for the following reasons: 

1 . In a World Wide Web (Web) communication network with user access via a plurality 
of data processor controlled interactive receiving display stations for displaying received 
Web documents accessible from database sources on the Web, a system for reducing an 
excessive number of hits in a search result received at one of the receiving display 
stations comprising: means for displaying at said receiving display stations, Web 
documents received from said sources (Web browser, Ford Figure 2)\ means for 
conducting keyword searches on the Web(T ext box 230, Ford Figure 2)\ means 
associated with said receiving display stations for displaying the number of Web 
documents hit by said keyword searchesfFord Figure 4)\ means, responsive to an 
excessive number of Web document hits, for enabling a user to display a hierarchical 
level of the domains of the Web documents hit by said $earches(Mukherjea Figure 5a) 
with a count of the number of hits for each domain(Wang Figure 7)\ and means enabling 
the user to interactively eliminate selected domains to thereby reduce the excess number 
of hits in said searchfWang Figure 8, Delete). 

Ford teaches a keyword search engine through a browser and the other limitations shown 
above, but fails to teach displaying documents in a format of hits per domain. However, 
Ford does teach displaying documents in a hierarchy by a category domain and 
Mukherjea teaches displaying results in a hierarchy based on the respective Web 
domains. Wang teaches the use of displaying the number of hits per each level of the 
hierarchy, and the ability to remove domains from the hierarchy, Ford also provides the 
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user with the ability to remove domains by deselecting them. The ability to add and 
remove domains can also be found in figure 2 of Ford where the user selects search 
domains. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to include the features of Wang and Mukherjea, to the advantages that 
grouping items in a hierarchy provides the user with more information and it allows for 
move efficient traversal of the results, and the showing of the number of hits gives shows 
users the relevancy of documents (See Col 2 lines 23-29 of Ford). 

12. Claim 2 is rejected for the following reasons: 

2. The Web communication network of claim 1 further including means, subsequent to 
the elimination of selected domains, for reconducting said keyword search with said 
excessive number of hits. 

Figure 4 of Ford teaches being able to refine your search, and refining there search by 
removing domains from the set of domains in the search dropdown menu depicted in 
figure 2. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to refine 
there search by reducing the number of domains and repeat the search, as it would refine 
the results to a narrower, and more accurate set. 

1 3 . Claim 3 is rejected for the following reasons: 

3. The Web communication network of claim 2 wherein: said means for enabling a user 
to display a hierarchical level of the domains of the Web documents hit by said searches 
enables the display of a hierarchy of several domain levels with a count of the number of 
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hits for each domain in each domain \wG\(Wang Figure 8)\ and said means enabling the 
user to interactively eliminate selected domains enables the user to eliminate selected 
domains in each domain \eve\(Figures 3 and 8 show different levels of the hierarchy 
selected in a box with the use of the delete key, therefore it is inferred that deletion can 
occur in each domain level). Thus it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to allow users to see the number of hits on each level and be 
able to remove documents on each level, as it provides for more flexibility and more 
accurate result refinement. 

14. Claim 8 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See Claim 1 rejection. 

15. Claim 9 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See Claim 2 rejection. 

16. Claim 10 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See Claim 3 rejection. 



17. 



Claim 15 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See Claim 1 rejection. 
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1 8. Claim 16 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See Claim 2 rejection. 

19. Claim 17 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See Claim 3 rejection. 

Claims 4-7, 11-14, 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent Number 6963867, known hereafter as Ford in view of US Patent Number 6415282, 
known hereafter as Mukherjea and Structured Hypertext with Domain Semantics, known 
hereafter as Wang in further view of "Google Hacks" and "Google Search FAQ". 

Claim 4 is rejected for the following reasons: 

The Ford, Mukerjea, and Wang combination teaches a search context, see Ford figure 2, 
but fail to teach a context that includes the eliminated documents and eliminating them from 
subsequent searches. Google Hacks teaches the use of "-site:" syntax to select and eliminate 
domains from search results. And the FAQ shows how to search within search results of the 
previous search, thus the site eliminated with the "-site:" syntax would still be eliminated. Thus, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include these limitations as they allow for the user to further refine search results. 

Claim 5 is rejected for the following reasons: 

The Ford teaches the ability to add keywords to the previous search, see col 1 0 lines 24-27. As 
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does searching within results in the Google FAQ. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include this limitation as it allows for the 
user to further refine search results. 



Claim 6 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See Claim 1 rejection. 

Claim 7 is rejected for the following reasons: 

7. The Web communication network of claim 4 further including a Web server for connecting 
said receiving display station to the Wcb(Ford Figure 1)\ and said means for storing a search 
context including said eliminated selected domains is operatively associated with said Web 
servev(Inherent). 

20. Claim 11 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See Claim 4 rejection. 

21 . Claim 12 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See Claim 5 rejection. 

22. Claim 13 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See Claim 6 rejection. 
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23. Claim 14 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See Claim 7 rejection. 



24. Claim 18 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See Claim 4 rejection. 

25. Claim 19 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See Claim 5 rejection. 



26. Claim 20 is rejected for the following reasons: 
See Claim 6 rejection. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cory C. Bell whose telephone number is (571) 272 2736. The 
examiner can normally be reached on m-f 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on (571) 272 4085. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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